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LOCAL ECONOMY, ENVIRONMENT, AND
INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION:
WHAT CAN BE LEARNED FROM FORT ORD?

TUESDAY, AUGUST 28, 2001

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT EFFICIENCY, FINANCIAL
MANAGEMENT AND INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM,
Monterey, CA.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in the
Monterey City Council Chamber, Monterey, CA, Hon. Stephen
Horn (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representative Horn.

Also present: Representative Farr.

Staff present: J. Russell George, staff director and chief counsel,
Mark Johnson, clerk; Darin Chidsey, professional staff member;
and David McMillen, minority professional staff member.

Mr. HORN. The Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Finan-
Ci?il Management and Intergovernmental Relations will come to
order.

Among its oversight responsibilities, this subcommittee is
charged with overseeing how efficiently and effectively Federal,
State, and local government agencies work together. We have come
to Monterey to learn how these agencies are handling the many
challenges posed by the 1994 closure of Fort Ord.

Since 1988, the Federal Government has closed 97 of 495 mili-
tary facilities across the Nation through the base realignment and
closure process. Although these closures were deemed necessary, it
is the local community that bears the economic burden of these de-
cisions.

Fort Ord, which encompasses more than 27,000 acres, was an ac-
tive Army post from 1917 of the First World War to 1994. It served
as a training facility for infantry, as well as other branches of the
Army, both active and Reserve in the 1930’s, and then full capacity
in the Second World War.

Although the facility was officially closed 6 years ago, several im-
portant issues in the reuse process are still unresolved. The 1994
closure of this installation cost the community an estimated 2,835
civilian jobs, in addition to secondary job losses attributed to the
area’s lost revenue.

In 1995, the California State University system began its classes
on Fort Ord land, and that has resulted in the California State
University at Monterey Bay. Although this has brought some 1,100
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new jobs to the area, the local economies of adjacent cities, such
as Seaside, Marina, and Del Rey Oaks have not enjoyed the same
economic growth as those of other areas in Monterey and Monterey
County.

The subcommittee also wants to examine the Federal Govern-
ment’s effort to cleanup the environmental hazards associated with
Fort Ord’s closure, primarily the removal of unexploded ordnance.
Although most of the cleanup efforts involve used artillery shells,
live ammunition still remains from the facility’s former firing
range.

The Army had proposed using controlled burns to explode the
live ammunition and clear the surrounding flora, which made ex-
traction of the artillery shells both easier and safer. However, local
environmental concerns over the smoke created by the fires re-
sulted in a lawsuit and a preliminary court ruling that temporarily
halted the burns.

Although the court ultimately ruled that the controlled burns
could take place, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is currently
conducting a new study to determine the most environmentally
suitable method to accomplish the cleanup effort.

The subcommittee wants to know the status of this study and
what efforts are being made to implement its recommendations.
The community is understandably concerned over the delays in-
volved in the base reuse process, and indeed, until these issues are
resolved, redevelopment plans will continue to be on hold.

They’re needed, however, to restore the local economy. This is
neither efficient nor effective governing.

Today the Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Financial
Management and Intergovernmental Relations will hear testimony
from leaders of the communities and various government agencies.
The subcommittee wants to learn about the successes, as well as
the failures that have occurred during the Fort Ord base closure
and what actions the Federal Government can take to expedite the
process.

We would also like to learn the degree of the decisions possible
by many State, regional, county, and city agencies.

We welcome our witnesses. We have a wonderful group of public
officials at all levels, and we look forward to your testimony.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Stephen Horn follows:]
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Chairman Stephen Horn
Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Financial Management
and Intergovernmental Relations
August 28, 2001

This hearing of the Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Financial Management and
Intergovernmental Relations will come to order.

Among its oversight responsibilities, this subcommittee is charged with overseeing how efficiently
and effectively Federal, State and local government agencies work together. We have come to Monterey to
Jearn how these agencies are handling the many challenges posed by the 1994 realignment of the U.S.
Army's Fort Ord.

Since 1988, the Federal Government has closed 97 of 495 military facilities across the Nation through
the Base Realignment and Closure process. Although these closures were deemed necessary, it is the local
community that bears the economic burden of these decisions.

Fort Ord, which encompasses more than 27,000 acres, was an active Army post from 1917 to 1994
and served as a training facility for infantry and other various arms of the Army. Although the facility was
officially closed six years ago, several important issues in the reuse process are still unresolved.

The 1994 closure of this installation cost the community an estimated 2,835 civilian jobs in addition
to secondary job losses attributed to the area’s lost revenue. In 1995, the California State University system
began its new classes on the former Fort Ord land as part of its new CSU-Monterey Bay campus. Although
this has brought some 1,100 new jobs to the area, the local economies of adjacent cities, such as Seaside and
Marina, have not enjoyed the same economic growth as those of other areas in Monterey County.

The subcommittee also wants to examine the Federal Government's effort to clean up the
environmenta} hazards associated with Fort Ord's closure, primarily the removal of unexploded ordnance.
Although most of the cleanup effort involves used artillery shells, live ammunition still remains from the
facility's former firing range.



4

The Army had proposed using controlled burns to explode the live ammunition and clear the
surrounding flora, which would make extraction of the artillery shells both easier and safer. However, local
concerns over smoke produced by the fires and their environmental impact halted the process. Today, the
subcommittee would like to know the status of the clean up effort.

The community is understandably concerned over the delays involved in the base reuse process. And,
indeed, until these issues are resolved, redevelopment plans continue to be placed on hold. This is neither
efficient nor effective governing.

Today, the Subcommittee on Government Efficiency, Financial Management and Intergovernmental
Relations will hear testimony from leaders of the community and various government agencies. The
subcommittee wants to learn about the successes as well as the failures that have occurred during the Fort
Ord base closure, and what actions the Federal Government can take to expedite the process. Additionally,
we would like to learn of the involvement of state, regional, county, and city agencies.

I welcome our witnesses, and look forward to their testimony.
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Mr. HorN. And we will start, as a courtesy, with your able Rep-
resentative Sam Farr, who has been in on this situation for years,
and when I had problems in my city due to the closure of the most
effective and efficient shipyard in the United States—they closed it
because it was too efficient—and Sam I talked, and he had some
very good suggestions.

We are delighted to have Representative Farr here today as an
opening presenter, and then I will ask him as the Ranking Demo-
crat to come and sit to my left, as a matter of fact. [Laughter.]

I just thought about that, Sam, and we are delighted to have you
here because you have done so much to be helpful in bringing the
community and agencies together.

So, Sam, give us the overview, and then the rest of the individ-
uals will have 5 or 10 minutes or so, and I will get into that later.

STATEMENT OF HON. SAM FARR, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. FARR. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I really appreciate you coming back to the region where you were
raised, over in San Benito County, our next door neighbor in Hol-
lister. You will find that almost every one of the panelists has some
connection with Hollister. Even our Mayor coached teams that
played against the Hay Balers to our other mayor, Jim Perrine

Mr. HORN. Yes, we remember it well. Usually we were mauled.
[Laughter.]

Mr. FARR. Jim Perrine, who works for the city of Hollister.

So we are all very fond of your home and again, welcome to Mon-
terey where California’s government began.

I would like to submit my written testimony for the record and
just kind of speak off the cuff, if you do not mind.

Mr. HOrN. Without objection, it will be in the record as will all
statements. The minute the person is recognized their statement is
automatically put into the record.

Mr. FARR. Thank you.

I think that if you look at Fort Ord, as the press keeps asking
me, “How do you sum it up?” The Fort Ord experience, and prob-
ably for many military bases, could be summed up in two ways. We
did some things right, and we did some things wrong.

Basically, we did the wrong thing, and I will get into more specif-
ics, but the process is now too chaotic. There are just too many
cooks in the kitchen. There are just too numerous agencies at the
Federal level, at the State level, and some at the local level, all
having independent legal jurisdictions and different budgets and
different timeframes. To get them all on the same vision at the
same time is practically impossible.

It takes too long. This base closed about 9 years ago. We should
be finished and be out of there. We are not.

Last, one of the reasons we are not out of there is that we just
have not put enough money into the cleanup process. That process
is one that is low-ranking in the military’s mission of things they
have to do, but it is a strict liability responsibility. The difficulty
is that they are only responsible, strictly liable in a sense, for what
is underground, not for anything that they have built above
ground.
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And so the local community is left with the responsibility for
cleanup of a base above ground with no revenue to do it. Essen-
tially this was Federal land. There is no private ownership. There
are no property taxes. There are no sales taxes. There is no reve-
nue coming in to help pay for the cleanup of above-ground hazards.

And if you are going to have to do cleanup by speculating what
can we reuse the land for, you drive up the prices of reuse for the
private sector, for the community sector, and this area of California
is where you really need affordable housing. We have to factor in
the cleanup of about $70 million just to get rid of buildings out
there that are contaminated.

That $70 million then has to be folded into the price of which
they sell housing. So I think one thing we need to do right away
this year is we have got to help bases like Fort Ord with some
money for above-land disposal of facilities.

Now, let me just go into a couple of things. One of the right
things we did is that we used the best of Federal and State govern-
ment to say there are missions out there that we need to accom-
plish jointly. We created a new 4 year university, one that you can
be proud of as being former president of 1 of the 21 campuses.

The front page of the paper has today the success of the student
enrollment, of the freshmen enrollment in this school that is up to
about 3,000 students now and growing very rapidly as the word
gets out that this is a good school to go to. It has small classes,
good instruction, high-tech, nice dormitory buildings, and so on. So
that was done right.

The UC, University of California, also has a research park at
Fort Ord. That was done right too, to combine both Cal. State and
UC in one location, colocating them so that the best of both can be
utilized for this State and Nation.

The new BLM, Bureau of Land Management park, is also well
done. The Dunes out at Fort Ord will be dedicated to the public
through a State park system. Again, well done.

Developing new schools, developing new childcare centers, devel-
oping the privatization of military housing, selling the golf courses
which have been upgraded and are very, very popular, the commer-
cial airport and more, those are the things that were done right.

Now, what was done wrong was in the process of the conversion.
It is too much of a top-down process for the most part and really
ignores local needs. If you think about it, all development in Amer-
ica is local, and the building permits and the planning process is
local.

I think we have got to get away from the military thinking of
top-down to realizing that even though they develop the real estate
with top-down, they cannot dispose of the real estate without going
bottom-up. We have to redesign the system that puts more empha-
sis into that.

The cleanup process is a major problem. It creates conflict rather
than resolution. The difference is in how you cleanup each of the
contaminates. You have one set of laws and rules for unexploded
ordnances and totally different for groundwater pollution, for land-
fill sites, and so on.

As I said, the lack of funding for local reuse is a big problem. I
think that what happened with Fort Ord—and this is what we
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have got to dispel if we are ever going to have another BRAC
around—is that local communities are fearful of the Federal Gov-
ernment coming in, the big Army, the big Navy, the big Air Force
because they bring in a lot of big Federal agencies. These agencies
really have not instilled confidence in the reuse, particularly when
it goes to cleanup.

This was not just an Army problem. It was also EPA’s problem,
sort of misguided turf building. EPA essentially blocked an orderly
cleanup process under the RCRA laws because it was using Fort
Ord to build a case for EPA jurisdiction over base activities, includ-
ing base closure.

The EPA fought and joined a lawsuit to force the Army to clean-
up Fort Ord to Super Fund specifications, which prolonged the
process, driving up the cost.

But out of this chaos come really good leaders, people that got
in and rolled up their sleeves and realized that leadership is about
getting results.

I mean, I think when Ray Clark, who at the time was the prin-
cipal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Installations, came on, he took
the unique nature of the problems at Fort Ord and decided that
there were ways to handle it separately.

Out of that sort of desperation, what to do about Fort Ord, came
the idea of a SMART team, SMART standing for Strategic Manage-
ment Analysis Requirements and Technology.

This group basically worked on finding consensus among a myr-
iad of agencies overseeing Fort Ord one issue at a time, and for
that one person in the audience here today who really deserves
credit, is Dick Wright. He heads up the SMART team, and has
done a tremendous job of being able to sensitize the local needs, the
State needs, and the Federal needs, and bringing in everybody to
a one-stop consensus building process.

Keith Takata at the U.S. EPA plunged into the SMART team
and with only one goal in mind, to make the conversion work. I
think when you have people who are dedicated and have this idea
that, look, we are all here for the same reason, to get this base
cleaned-up and get it converted as fast as possible, the attitudes
change tremendously.

I would also like to praise Pat O’Brien at OEA. Pat and I met
when I was running for Congress and the base was being closed.
He has really stuck through all of these years in our mission to
build a new community out there.

I think these are the kind of people—and there are others—who
really get base conversion. They understand you just cannot throw
your hands up in the air in frustration and walk away from the
problem. They know that lawsuits and threats do not build new
communities. Only hard work and perseverance do.

Making it work is what I have been trying to do every single day
I have been in Congress. There is just one real estate problem after
another, day after day. As you said, the fort started in 1917.
Things were built then, and things were built all along the way.

Some of the things meet modern standards, but most of it does
not. Buildings were not built to code. We found out, as the Califor-
nia delegation, that the military is the biggest user of energy in
California, and when you move to conservation efforts, which you
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and I are doing in our own homes, you cannot transfer that to the
men and women in uniform because they do not have any meters
on their houses.

The way the military has built these houses not to be like other
communities has got to change. I think we have got to get the mili-
tary out of the land disposal process. Their job is to train our men
and women in uniform, not to serve as real estate brokers.

I think we need to make it easier for locals to receive the land.
These no cost EDCs are really a valuable tool. There is the carrot
with the no cost EDC, but it does not come with any cleanup
money, and we need to add cleanup money to the EDC.

I think we need to provide seed money for local reuse authorities
to use in rebuilding infrastructure so that economic development
can take place. Everybody looks at Fort Ord and says, “You are
getting an awful lot of real estate free,” but when you come down
to it—this was just so classic for me to be out there—to look at this
housing that was built in the 1980’s, this is modern housing. But
that housing was built under military specifications.

And so going through it with the local fire chief, he said, “You
know, these windows do not meet California fire standards.”

I said, “Well, they are modern windows. Why can’t you leave
them in there?”

He said, “Because then we cannot get fire insurance on these
buildings.”

Then you go to the local water guys, and they say, “You know,
this is the wrong size pipe to bring the water in, and it does not
meet code standards, and there is no meter on the house for water-
ing. There is no meter on the house for gas and electricity, and the
piping coming in has to be changed.”

And then you have, of course, none of the housing was built for
ADA standards. So you get into all of these issues, and people
think, well, you know, at the outside, they think this is a Washing-
ton thing. We are going to give all of this real estate.

But they do not realize that this real estate comes with an in-
credible number of liabilities that are not difficult to fix, but that
requires money. In a closed base there is no pot of money at the
local level. They do not have that much discretionary funding.

So we have got to figure out how we can get funding to get the
infrastructure approved, and once it does, you build it and they will
come. I hope we could continue a policy at the Federal level from
a public standpoint that the first people in these houses that have
been lived in by men and women in uniform, essentially a middle
class payroll, that those houses ought to be preserved for like kinds
of people in the civilian sector, people who can pay $500 to $800
a month rent. We should not allow this just to be turned over to
developers who would take that same housing and rent it out to
high-income earners so that the local communities have a bigger
tax base.

That is the fear of what is happening out there. I sympathize
with the local community because they say we need this higher in-
come in order to pay for the cleanup. So if we can play a better
role in the cleanup, they can bring their housing prices down.

I think that if we streamline the process, we clean it up faster,
we are smarter about it, one size does not fit all, then we can, in-
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deed, turn over these military bases to nothing but success to the
local community.

But Fort Ord is not the model for how it should be done, nor is
it the model for how it should not be done. It is a little bit of both,
and we need the Fort Ord models and the Long Beach models in
order for Congress to learn how to do its job better.

I thank you for coming back to the area of your origins, and I
appreciate your coming to the city of Monterey, and I look forward
to joining you on the dais and hearing from my colleagues.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Farr follows:]
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Monterey, California

Mr. Chairman, Thank you for holding this hearing in what ¥ consider the birthplace of
California democracy. As you know, Monterey was where our State Constitution was drafted
and where California’s government began. Holding a hearing in this ballowed hall is testament to
the “staying-power” of the ideals founded here.

And to you, welcome, Mr. Chairman, to the region of your birth! Though your home
town of Gilrey is just over the border of my congressional district, your high school alma mater
in Hollister -- which is in my district - still rezneinbers you fondly, I'm sure, so welcorae home!

1 appreciate what you are trying to do here, Mr, Chalrman. By taking a close look at the
base closure and base conversion processes we can determine what works, what doesn’t, and
-what needs fine tuning. You will find all of the above at Fort Ord.

1 could reduce the experience at Fort Ord to one senfence, it would be: too many cooks
in the kitchen. Decision-making in the base conversion process is chaotic, to put it simply. Itis
rife with contradictory missions ot the part of the agencies overseeing land disposal; conflicting
desires on the part of land recipients; and too few resources to support the activities that must
happen before conveyance can oceur. 1 hope you will join with me in re-writing federal law that
now Isads to awkward outcomes.

1 will not comment on the process that decides what bases should be downsized or closed;
that is a different matter from the process that happens gfter a base is selected for closure. Itis
this second process to which I’d like to address my remarks.

. Military Real Estate. To start, the military should not be in the real estate business.

- 'Their mission is training Ameriea’s servicemen and ~women,  The military, which is
used 10 a chain of command decision making process, finds itself like a fish out of water
when it tries to impose on non-military entities a top-down decision structure for base
conversion. Their one-size-fiis-all strategy is inherently flawed and quite frankly, doesn’t
fit anyone at all. Local goverments are not subject to military fat.

. EDC Issues. The demand that the military be paid for swrplus property by the receiving
local reuse anthority (LRA) is absurd. The conversion process at Fort Ord was held up
for years by disagreements and lengthy negotiations over the relative value of the Jand.
Thankfully, Congress changed the Jaw so that the land can now be conveyed at no cost.
Still, there exists within the Pentagon a mind set that the military is “giving away”
millions in assets and there ought to be, if not outright compensation, then
acknowledgment that somehow the military is “losing” something. Frankly, it’s not. If

"PRENTED ON FECYTLES PAPER
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the military thought that base was so vahiable to it, perhaps they shouldn’t have closed it.
Tn truth, those lands belong 1o the taxpayers of the United States. They invested the
meney 1o build those bases. They deserve to get that land back; they paid for it onee, they
shouldn’t have to pay for it twice.

. Reinvestment for Community Building, Current base conversion pokicy does not
accommodate the financial investments required of local compunities to rebuild a closed
base into a new community. Though the Army at Fort Ord is responsible for cleaning up
the property before it transfers it to new owners, that is all. Anything shove-ground is left
to the recipient to deal with. In essence, DOD takes care of the mess in the dirt, but
nothing they built or used on fop of the dirt. This leaves huge clean up costs to the local
communities. :

Let me illustrate this with a guick example: among hundreds of other buildings, the
Army left behind 1200 2-story barracks at Fort Ord. They are contaminated with lead-baged
paint, asbestos and some PCBs, The Army provides no assistance to the local jurisdiction for
removing these structures (which are not earthquake-safe nor ADA compliant), Yet the eost of
removing them and remediating their environmental hazards is significant, Most communities
do not have the financial wherewithal to undertake such a project, meaning the property sits
vacant, undeveloped, ugly, and useless to a conversion effort. The goal of the loval compmunities
is to re-use the land for affordable housing, but the clean up costs are estimated to be
approximately 70 million dollars, When you factor that into the sales price of housing, it drives
them out of the affordable housing market. One federal law gives the local communities free
tand, another says locals have to pay for the military mess. The end result is nothing gets done.

Another example is the need for serions modernization of utilities and roadways, These
items are conveyed in “as-is” condition and are rof sufficient to support a new community
dependent on heavy traffic, high tech connections for phone, computer and cable, or pipelines for
water recycling and conservation. All these infrasiructure improvements must be undertaken by
the recipient, but where do they get the resources to do that?

. The Envirenment Affects Everyone. Clean up protocols were (and to some degree
continue to be} dictated by cost rather than by best practices or end use. Though it is
unfair lo assume 2 “zero tolerance” for clean up under all conditions, a more {frapsparent
process would eliminate suspicion or fear from the community that the land they are
receiving is somehow not safe.

. ‘Who's In Charge Here? Agencies who “have a say” in signing off on conveyances
often have contradictory missions. This creates policy comumdruras for everyons invoived.
No single agency is in control and no single law or policy guides the process.

Here is 2 good example for you: At Fort Ord, the agencies who “have & ssy” on signing
off on land to be conveyed number 3 dozen or more! This includes EPA, BLM, FWS, and DOD,
at the federal level (among others) and CalEPA, DTSC, the Water Board, and the Air Board, at
the state/local level. Among these agencies are some with contradictory missions: EPA and the
Air Board oppose burning brush on the land for fear of environmental contarmination. But FWS

*demends burns ocour regulatly in order to meet its mandate under the Endangered Species Act
for habitat management. Without being able to remove the brush, the Axmy can’t clear the
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nnexploded ordoance — meaning none of the land can be conveyed becanse it hasn’t been
cleaned up! This is a contradictory repulatory mess which your committee can remedy with one
stop decision making.

Thave attempted to streamline some of the basic problems in base conversion at Fort Ord,
but T am sure they occur elsewhere. But just as Fort Ord may provide good examples of what can
g0 wrong in base conversion, it also serves as a role model in what can go right in base
conversion.

In particular, I praise the Ammy for setting up a one-of-a-kind working group to attack the
Fort Ord conundrum intensively. Called the SMART Team (Strategic Management Analysis
Requirements and Technology Team), this group basically worked on finding consensus among
the myriad agencies, one issue at a time. 1 give great credit to Dick Wright, the Director of the
Army Environmental Policy Institute, who heads up the SMART Team and has pushed the Fort
Ord ity to find o cnnext steps. Without the SMART Team or Dick Wright, the
conveyances that occnrred last Augnst and those about to cccar this Fall wonld not have moved.

The SMART Team concept is one that is Sexible enough to be formatted for a particular
community’s needs. Iknow that 2 SMART Team is operating in Rep. Don Manzulle’s district in
Tilinois and it is moving at light speed. This is an approach to base conveyance that sught tobe
rore widely used.

Too often we run into the attitude of “let- Ise-make-the-hard-decisions-so-¥-
don’t-get-the-blame’ for unpopular - but necessary - steps in the process, Parties who believe
that veto power is something that should be wielded at every twrmn unless an outcome is 100
percent in thelr favor are not advancing their cause or anyone slse’s; they’re just grinding the
process 10 a halt, Part of the reason the SMART Team approach works so well is that it requires
agencies to take responsibility for their actions -~ or inactions -~ that impact the conversion
process. Accountability is key.

Twould offer these suggostions for the futare:

. Get the military out of the business of property disposal. A federal land trust-type of

arrangement or agency ought to be created whose sole mission is to dispose of property in
& manngr that meets the needs of the new local owners (LRAs).
. Bring comumon sense management practicss to disposal efforts. The cireular inter-agency

batties over who has control of a specific parcel of land and its clean up miss the big
picture and slow down the process for all involved. Semeone has to have the command
leadership to get the outcome done.

. Set up & "bank™ to which LRAs can apply for grants and loans to finance their new
coromunities, Withont the seed money to rebuild closed bases and create the kind of
economic activity that will sustain a community, these areas will sit vacant and unused
for years.

Mz, Chairman, this testimony barely scrapes the surface of what could be said about
improving the process for base conversion. But knowing we have limited time I will end my
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remarks with this one Iast thought: let’s give local communities the tools and resources they need
to rebuikd once a base is closed. Let’s ereate 2 process that responds and is accountable to the
needs of local interests. Building a new American community from the ground up is what base
conversion is all about. Let’s do it right.

Thank you for coming to Monterey.
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Mr. HORN. We thank you very much, Sam, and without objection,
Mr. Farr will be a member of this panel, able to ask questions of
the various witnesses.

Now, let me bring panel two, which is the Honorable Dan Albert,
the mayor of the city of Monterey, and, Mr. Mayor, we appreciate
having this wonderful historic room in which we could have this
hearing, and your people who have been the city manager and all
the staff have just been very helpful with us, and we thank you for
that.

We also have the Honorable James E. Perrine, mayor, city of Ma-
rina, and the Honorable Jack Barlich, mayor, city of Del Rey Oaks,
and the Honorable Jerry G. Smith is mayor of the city of Seaside.

Michael Houlemard is the executive officer of the Fort Ord Reuse
Authority.

Jeffrey Simon is the past president of the National Association
of Installment Developers.

Now, let’s see how many we have here. Mr. Barlich could not
make it. Anybody else?

OK. Let’s see. We have got Mr. Simon, and Mr. Houlemard, and
Mr. Smith, and Mr. Perrine, and Mr. Dan Albert.

Now, let me tell you the ground rules here. We have your state-
ments. I have read every one of them, and we appreciate that.
What we would like you to do is just look us in the eye and sum-
marize it. We are going to install the 5-minute portion, and we
want to get a dialog between you, and the next panel, panel three,
the experts from the Federal side. We would like to have you at
the same operation that they are going to talk about, and we will
get some dialog there.

And since we are an investigating committee, gentlemen, if you
will stand and will raise your right hands.

[Witnesses sworn.]

Mr. HORN. Thank you.

And the clerk will note five witnesses have taken the oath.

And we will now start with the mayor of Monterey, Mr. Albert.

STATEMENTS OF DAN ALBERT, MAYOR, CITY OF MONTEREY;
JAMES E. PERRINE, MAYOR, CITY OF MARINA; JERRY G.
SMITH, MAYOR, CITY OF SEASIDE; MICHAEL HOULEMARD,
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, FORT ORD REUSE AUTHORITY; AND
JEFFREY SIMON, PAST PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF INSTALLATION DEVELOPERS

Mr. ALBERT. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I would like to welcome you to
the city of Monterey and to remind everyone that is here and also
to let you know that this is really where California government
began, just right next door, and that we are very proud that the
constitution of California was developed right here and signed right
here. We became part of the United States.

So we are proud of that, and we are proud of that history, and
also to let you know that we are very, very proud to call ourselves
the language capital of the world. We have tremendous language
assets that are here. Approximately 15 percent of all of the lan-
guages that are taught and interpreted in the world are done right
here on the Monterey Peninsula with the Defense Language Insti-
tute, the Monterey Institute.
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So I just briefly say that because it is important to us, and I will
get on with what I have to say, but that is important to us because
of the installations that are still here that play a dominant role in
the U.S. Government and our defense.

Mr. HORN. I might just want to add that in the back stairs lead-
ing to the House of Representatives, there is a wonderful painting
by the German painter Berstadt, and the Congress gave him
$10,000 on that particular painting. And it is the landing of the ex-
plorers at Monterey, CA.

And most people do not even know that because they do not go
up the back stairs, but we all look at it when we are going to get
a vote, and Monterey and dually represented.

Mr. ALBERT. We are going to have to move that to the front part
of the building. [Laughter.]

Mr. HOrRN. Well, you would displace George Washington. So we
are not going to do that. [Laughter.]

Mr. ALBERT. Well, you have asked us not to read this, but I think
what I would like to do is I would like to read, and then maybe
as we move along make some comments.

I have been actively involved with the base closure deliberations
in 1988, 1991, 1993, and 1995. And later on Michael Houlemard
will give you the specifics of the Fort Ord closure and our recovery
efforts there.

What I would like to do is address the more general subjects that
I think should be kept in mind by the Congress and by the Defense
Department as we move toward what appears to be the next round
of base closures.

The environmental cleanup of the property is critically impor-
tant. I have a growing sense that the Military Department may
look at a dollar spent on cleanup support, the base reuse plan, as
a dollar not spent on its core missions. If there is an unwillingness
on the part of the military departments to budget for and Congress
to appropriate the sufficient funds to adequately cleanup the de-
fense sites, we should postpone another round of base closures
until we are able to do it the right way.

Basically, we are talking about another round of base closures,
and the sense that we have here is that they are pretty good at
closing down the base, but where we really have the big problem
is once that base is closed, it then becomes the communities that
are mostly affected. Then we have the problem then of what do we
do with those bases.

It seems to me what Congress should be doing, first, instead of
talking about closing bases what you should be doing is let’s move
on with the bases that are closed. Let’s get those fixed. Let’s get
that right, and then you could start talking about more base clo-
sures.

What I would say as your process and as you are going through
the process and saying we want to close more bases, along with
that there should be some kind of legislation; there should be some-
thing out there that says not only are we going to close them, but
this is what is going to happen after. This is how we are going to
help the local community.

I think that is important. You can imagine the city of Monterey
and what we are thinking now and the region, what we are think-
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ing now. We have got a base that has been closed. We have got two
other bases, two great schools here. I do not even want to think
about them closing because they add so much not only to this com-
munity, but to the Nation and what they bring to the Nation.

But if you can think what a community like we are going
through now, when they are talking about other base closures, we
still have one in the situation that Fort Ord is in. It does not raise
the comfort level of a community at all.

The environmental cleanup of the property is critically impor-
tant. Here in Monterey, for example, we are still dealing with the
cleanup of a closed World War II, Korean War Navy activity, our
local airport. Currently the groundwater under the residential and
neighborhood is contaminated with TCE.

The discovery of this contamination was far too late in coming,
but worse now that it is known. The cleanup is being driven not
by the technical cleanup process, but by the dollars available in our
community from the formerly used defense site program.

This is causing tremendous pain in our community and is an un-
acceptable way to do the public business. Please insure that the re-
sources necessary to cleanup previously closed bases are available
prior to closing more bases. I mean that just seems like it should
be an essential part of a base closure, is how are we going to deal
with the cleanup process after. I mean, that should go right along
with the idea that we are going to clean a base, and then what is
going to happen with it.

Future reuse planning must be centered on the community’s pri-
orities, not on the Federal Government’s. Federal agency or agen-
cies they sponsor should not be allowed to cherry pick high value
properties unless the proposed uses are consistent with the commu-
nity’s reuse plan.

All the work done by the military departments’ environmental
work, cooperative agreements, and so on, must be done in coordina-
tion and consultation with the community. There should be no se-
crets from the community. There should not be environmental im-
pact statements done by the military departments that are sepa-
rate from the community’s environmental work.

The services should not be allowed to develop their own view of
what is appropriate. Reuse should be studied in the department
EIS as happened at Fort Ord. NEPA should be waived for the pur-
pose of the BRAC’s property disposal action.

The State requires an EIS/EIR for the reuse plan as strong as
at NEPA. This one act will save millions of dollars that are spent
by services, and basically what we are saying is, is there an over-
lap. I mean, I am always asking my constituents to be aware of the
warning on the red light, and now I am getting the red light.

Mr. HoRN. No, go ahead.

Mr. ALBERT. But it is OK. It is all right, and there is a lot here,
but I will try to summarize that by saying that there should not
be that overlap. We do not need that, and that is when the commu-
nities become confused, and it becomes not a positive thing, but it
becomes a negative thing.

So it seems like the overlap just does not work, and every open
base should be allowed to form partnerships and collaboratives
with its adjunct communities as we have done here in Monterey.
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Through special demonstration legislation, we now provide al-
most all public works and some recreation services in the procedure
at Monterey and Ord military community on reversible contract
basis. The Army Audit Agency reported that the Joint Power Agen-
cy of Monterey and Seaside saved the Army 41 percent of its sec-
ond year of operation. This $2.5 million saving allowed the Army
to start addressing their backlog of deferred maintenance at the
Presidio.

A side benefit of this program is that the community is now very
familiar with the maintenance requirement of the installation in-
frastructure. Compare this to the situation at Fort Ord where
buildings and wutility systems continue to deteriorate and go
unmaintained 7 years after closure.

If the community is involved in the operation and maintenance
of the installation before a closure decision is made, the DOD saves
money and, more importantly, the community is in a position to
more rapidly recover from the closure if it were to happen. If you're
allowed to do that, and we have had assistance from our Congress-
man for that special legislation; we think that is important.

Excess capacity seems to be the base closure driver. All of DOD’s
excess capacity should not be disposed of. We are not smart enough
to know what we will need the day after tomorrow, much less 10
years from now. The capacity once disposed of will almost never be
obtainable again. Therefore, we must be much more aggressive in
exercising the enhanced authorities of Section 267 of Title 10 allow-
ing the lease of excess capacity to local communities, private indus-
try, universities, and so on in such a way that the capacity com-
plements current missions, and it is preserved for future DOD mis-
sions.

To give you an example, the Defense Language Institute, there
is a section that was forested, and basically leased to the city. The
Federal Government still owns it, but its been leased to us. We
maintain it. We take care of it.

We also have a lease on the lower portion of the Presidio, but it
is still owned by the Federal Government in case there was a kind
of emergency where they might need it. But that reduces the cost
because we are able to take care and maintain it.

Well, I know that I have run over my time, and I have got a lot
more to say here, but anyway

Mr. HORN. Well, we will be glad to not just have your statement,
but if you are driving around Monterey and you have got a new
idea, please send it to us. We will put it in the record, and that
includes all of the witnesses here.

Mr. ALBERT. OK.

Mr. HORN. We are going to have to really keep moving.

Mr. ALBERT. I understand that.

Mr. HORN. Or we are not going to get anything——

Mr. ALBERT. No, I understand that perfectly. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Albert follows:]
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Congressional Testimony before the House of Representatives
Government Reform Committee Subcommittee on Government Efficiency,
Financial Management and Intergovernmental Relations
August 28, 2001
Daniel Albert
Mayor, City of Monterey
Monterey County, California

Mr. Chairman and Distinguished Members of the Committee, my
name is Dan Albert. | am the Mayor of the City of Monterey. | have been
actively involved with the base closure deliberations in 1988, 1991, 1993
and 1995. While Michael Houlemard will give you the specifics of the Fort
Ord closure and our recovery efforts there, | would like to address more
general subjects that ! think should be kept in mind by the Congress and by
the Defense Department as we move toward what appears to be the next
round of base closure.

Environmental cleanup of the property is critically important. | have a
growing sense that the Military Departments may look at a dollar spent on
clean-up to support the base reuse plan as a dollar not spent on its core
mission. If there is an unwillingness on the part of the military departments
to budget for, and the Congress to appropriate, sufficient funds to
adequately clean up Defense sites, we should postpone another round of
base closure until we are able to do it the right way.

Here in Monterey, for example, we are still dealing with the cleanup of
a closed World War I / Korean War Navy activity at our local airport.
Currently, the groundwater under the adjacent residential neighborhood is
contaminated with TCE. The discovery of this contamination was far too
late in coming, but worse, now that it is known, the cleanup is being driven
not by the technical cleanup process, but by the dollars available in the
Formally Used Defense Sites program. This is causing tremendous pain in
our community and is an unacceptable way to do the public’s business.
Please ensure that the resources necessary to clean up previously closed
bases are available prior to closing more bases.

Future reuse planning must be centered on the community’s
priorities, not the Federal Government’s. Federal agencies or agencies
they sponsor shouldn’t be allowed to cherry-pick high-valued properties
unless the proposed uses are consistent with the community’s reuse plan.

Testimony - Subcommittee of Government -1- August 28, 2001
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All the work done by the military departments -— environmental work,
:ooperative agreements and so on, must be done in coordination and
sonsultation with the community. There should be no secrets from the
sommunity. There should not be Environmental Impact Statements done
yy the Military Departments that are separate from the community’s
:nvironmental work. The services should not be allowed to develop their
wn view of what appropriate reuse should be studied in the Department
ZIS, as happened at Fort Ord. NEPA should be waived for the purpose of
he BRAC property disposal actions. The State required EIS/EIR for the
Reuse Plan is as strong as NEPA. This one act will save millions of dollars
hat are spent by the services to develop Environmental Impact Statements
or what should be categorical exemptions.

Every open base shouid be allowed to form partnerships and
:ollaborations with its adjacent community, as we have done here in
Aonterey. Through special demonstration legislation, we now provide
iimost all public works and some recreation services to the Presidio of
Aonterey and the Ord military community on a reimbursable contract basis.
‘he Army Audit Agency reported that the Joint Powers Agency of Monterey
ind Seaside saved the Army 41% in its second year of operation. This
2.5 million dollar savings allowed the Army to start addressing their
racklog of defefred maintenance at the Presidio. A side benefit of this
wogram is that the community is now very familiar with the maintenance
equirements of the installation’s infrastruciure. Compare this o the
ituation at Fort Ord, where buildings and utility systems continue to
leteriorate and go un-maintained seven years after closure. If the
ommunity is involved in the operations and maintenance of the installation
efore a closure decision is made, DoD saves money and, more
nportantly, the community is positioned to more rapidly recover from the
losure if it were to happen.

Excess capacity seems to be the base closure driver. All the DoD
Xcess capacity should not be disposed of. We are not smart enough to
now what we will need day after tomorrow, much less ten years from now.
‘he capacity once dispased of will aimost never be obtainable again.
‘herefore, we must be much more aggressive in exercising the enhanced
uthorities of Section 2667 of Title 10 to allow the leasing of “excess
apacity” to local communities, privgte industry, universities and so on, in
uch a way that the capacity compliments current missions and is
reserved for future DoD missions. This can enhance the community’s
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quality of life and economic development while further enhancing the cost
effectiveness of the DoD mission. We have done such leasing at the
Presidio to our benefit and the Army’s.

The combination of municipal services being provided to the Military
by the adjacent community and aggressive asset management through ot
leases will also maximize and preserve the value of DoD assets at open
and closed installations.

The current disposal process is ambiguous and chaotic. Every
service has its own rules, which is inefficient and confusing to the
communities. There is nho apparent central leadership driving the process
There might be some value in centralizing the disposal at OSD-level and
moving the services out of